as practically blind, and how they may best be distinguished from the rest of the community.
In the first place, it must be pointed out that it is impossible to frame any precise definition of practical blindness which would suitably apply in all cases. It is necessary at the outset to adopt different standards for children and for adults, for the special needs of the afflicted children relate to elementary education, while those of the adults relate to industrial or professional training or to the granting of monetary aid. These must be separately considered.
As regards children an authoritative rule is already in existence. It relates to elementary education. The Act of Parliament entitled "An Act to make better provision for the Elementary Education of Blind and Deaf Children in England and Wales " (56 and 57 Vict., Ch. 42, September 12, 1893, Section 15), says: "In this Act the expression 'blind' means too blind to be able to read the ordinary school books used by children." This rule appears to work satisfactorily. It is obviously wanting in precision, but this is not necessarily a fault. It would be possible to supplement it by laying down numerical standards, but if this were done it would be necessary to insist that these standards should not be rigidly applied. The reason is that there are many children, e.g., those with high myopia, whose visual acuity is fairly good, but who yet cannot follow the ordinary school course without further loss of sight.
The Committee, therefore, does not recommend any modification of the rule already in force under Act of Parliament with regard to children. It desires, however, in this connexion to draw attention to three matters of practical importance:
(a) For the safe and suitable education of the afflicted children it is not sufficient to class them according to degrees of blindness only; it is necessary to distinguish the nature of the defects. This can be done only by a person who in addition to medical training has had special experience of disorders of the eye. It is therefore important that the authorities should, whenever possible, entrust the duty of classifying the children in this respect only to persons known to be so qualified.
(b) For children who are too " blind " to read the ordinary school books, but yet too " sighted " for a Blind School, where eyesight is hardly used at all, and where reading is only taught by the Braille method, there is at present in many places no special provi'sion. Where there is no sufficient need for a separate so-called Myope School such children should be taught in Special Classes in the ordinary schools. Local authorities have power to make this provision. More attention might well be given to the matter.
(c) According to the Act of Parliament the children whose needs are best met by the Special Class or the Myope School are classed as "blind." But they are not blind in the ordinary sense of the word. In dealing with them the term "blind " should be avoided as far as possible. It places a stigma on them which their condition does not justify, and raises opposition on the part of parents to their education by the methods which are best for them.
As regards adults there is at present no authoritative rule as to what persons should be regarded as practically.blind. The standards adopted by philanthropic agencies are far from uniform. As used in the Census the term " blind " carries no precise meaning. This is not surprising, for the only precise definition of blindness which can be given is that which stands at the beginning of this Report, whereas for the practical purposes of Social Economy and Philanthropy a wider meaning must be given to the term.
In the Bill now before Parliament to provide for the Technical Education, Employment, and Maintenance of the Blind, the following definition is given (p. 6): "In this Act the expression 'blind' means too blind in the opinion of the Local Authority to perform work for which eyesight is ordinarily required."
This definition follows the principle already in operation under the Act relating to blind children. It states no precise standard, but leaves the responsible authority free to judge each case on its merits. The Committee is of opinion that this principle is the right one, and that the definition given in the Bill should be adopted, subject to the substitution of the word "essential" for the words "ordinarily required." The need for this substitution may be shown by an example:
A blind typist or pianoforte tuner performs " work for which eyesight is ordinarily required." Therefore, according to the definition in the Bill the term " blind " does not apply to himn. Let the definition read " too blind to perform' work for which eyesight is essential," and his case is covered.
The Committee has carefully considered the advisability of supplementing the foregoing definition by numerical standards expressing degrees of blindness. Experience shows that persons whose acuity of vision (refractive error being corrected) is below one-twentieth of the normal ( 3 Snellen) are usually unable to perform work requiring eyesight, while persons with vision better than one-tenth (5? Snellen) are usually able to perform some such work. Persons with intermediate degrees may or may not be able; much depends on intelligence and bodily strength, and much on the nature of the blindness. A person whose so-called blindness depends on defects in the centre of the visual field may fail to reach a given standard and yet be able to perform some kinds of work requiring eyesight, while another person suffering from great contraction of the field of vision may surpass the same standard and yet be unable to walk alone or to do any kind of work requiring evesight.
The Committee is of opinion that the numerical limitations mentioned above are likely to be useful as preliminary guides, but that until experience has been gained through the working of the Act they should be regarded as purely tentative. The certifying authority should not be bound by any precise numerical standard.
By what method are applicants for benefit under the Act to be examined and certified as eligible ?
The Bill provides that the word "blind" shall mean "too blind in the opinion of the Local Authority," &c., and it defines "Local Authority" as " the Council of any County or County Borough." It does not prescribe the method by which the Local Authority shall arrive at an opinion. The Committee regards this question as one of great importance in relation to the equitable working of the Act. It suggests that the mnethod should be laid down by law and that in principle it should be as follows:
(1) Every applicant for benefit under the Act should be duly examined and certified as eligible or ineligible according to the provisions of the Act, by a person or persons approved for the purpose by the Local Authority.
(2) The Local Authority should approve for this purpose persons only who are registered under the Medical Act and who produce evidence of possessing competent knowledge of diseases of the eye.
(3) In every case a certificate should be given on a form provided for the purpose. The certificate should state in detail the facts elicited by the examination (including, if possible, the original cause of the blindness), together with the grounds on which the applicant is certified as eligible or ineligible for benefit under the Act: It should also state whether the case should or should not be re-examined at a future time.
(4) All such certificates should be subject to supervision by an Inspector or Assessor appointed by the Central Authority or Secretary of State. There should be a right of appeal to the Inspector in any case in which the justice of a certificate is called in question, whether in the interest of the applicant or of the public funds.
The foregoing suggestions are based to some extent on the regulations already in force under the Acts relating to Mental Defects. Certification of the mentally affected is carefully safeguarded in the interest of individual liberty, in order that no person may be brought under the provisions of the Acts without good reason. Certification of the blind will need to be safeguarded not only in order that the genuinely afflicted may receive their due, but that improper claims may be rejected.
Experience shows that many. persons are willing to exaggerate their visual incapacity, and some even to feign blindness where none exists, in the hope of obtaining monetary or other advantage. Insurance Societies habitually submit claims of this kind to the judgment of an ophthalmic surgeon before agreeing to pay compensation. Exaggerated and dishonest claims are unfortunately not infrequent. In some cases the attempt to deceive is detected easily; in others, only by means of elaborate tests. Every member of the Committee, and probably every ophthalmic surgeon, could cite cases of the kind from his own experience. Here are three examples:
A young woman professing loss of sight through accident was granted compensation at the rate of 4s. 6d. a week. She received it for seven years. She received in addition much charitable aid. She was for three years an inmate of a blind institution. Ultimately the Insurance Company, being. suspicious, demanded a trial. By order of the judge the patient was placed under the observation of an ophthalmic surgeon and a physician. She was proved to be a malingerer. A severe reprimand was administered by the judge and the compensation was withdrawn.
A young man with imperfect sight obtained a pass permitting him to travel by tram-car free of charge. It was given to him by a non-medical official of a. Society for the Blind. He was found to be in the habit of riding a bicycle to the place where he joined the tram-car.
A man in jail, awaiting trial for burglary with violence, awoke one morning -so he asserted-completely blind. He appeared unable to dress or feed himself. He groped with. his hands when made to walk alone. The prison surgeon suspected malingering but could not prove it. An ophthalmic surgeon demonstrated it by means of the prism test. (When both eyes are in use a. suitable prism held in a suitable position before either eye leads to an involuntary movement of the eye for the avoidance of double vision.) The man was told that his blindness would disappear as suddenly as it came, and that its continuance would be likely to get him into further trouble. It was gone within a day or two. This man was a dangerous criminal and had been several times convicted. No doubt he hoped that blindness would excite compassion at the coming trial and mitigate the sentence.
It is hardly necessary to point out that the benefits which it is now proposed to confer upon the blind will offer to many persons a new and great temptation to exaggerate their incapacity, and that the establishment by law of an efficient and impartial method of examining and certifying applicants is a matter of far-reaching importance.
The Committee has suggested that the certificate should state, whenever possible, the original cause of the blindness. The chief reason for such statement is that the statistics obtained in this way would prove valuable in relation to measures for preventing blindness.
It has also suggested that the certificate should state whether re-examination at a future time is, or is not, desirable. In the large majority of cases probably a single thorough examination will be sufficient and final, but in some a subsequent examination may show recovery of sight-e.g., cases in which a corneal opacity clears'spontaneously with lapse of time, and cases of cataract in which good vision is restored by means of operation. On the other hand, persons who are certified as ineligible when first examined may be found eligible at a later time.
A question of importance remains to be considered. Should assistance be given under the Act to persons who wilfully and unreasonably refuse or neglect treatment which is likely to restore their sight? Should it be given to those who wilfully perpetuate or even cause their blindness by their own act ? Such persons are not numerous at present, but they are likely to increase in number unless they are excluded from the benefits of the Act. Neglect of timely treatment in cases of eye disease is already far too frequent. If such neglect should carry with it a reward of 10s. a week for life it is likely to become more frequent. Again, among those who become incapacitated through " tobacco blindness " there are already a few who deliberately choose to remain idle rather than to give up their tobacco. If monetary relief be given in such cases their number will certainly increase.
In the opinion of the Committee the benefits of the Act should not be extended to persons who unreasonably refuse to take measures for the recovery of their eyesight.
In urging that the administration of the Act should be carefully safeguarded the Committee has in mind not only the waste of public money which would otherwise occur, but also the harm which would be done to the character of the persons concerned. In order to do the maximum of good and the minimum of harm the persistent aim of those who administer the Act should be to provide useful occupation for the afflicted persons and to help them, whenever possible, to help themselves. 
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